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In a 1973 Australian survey, Broom et al. located two distinct subsamples of men in which fathers and sons reported their own status characteristics and those of their sons and fathers, respectively. Inconsistencies between these two subsamples led Broom et al. to infer that "respondents report (perhaps unconsciously) their socioeconomic careers and the careers of their kin in such ways as either to maximize differences between themselves and their fathers or to minimize differences between themselves and their sons." If true, this would invalidate most stratification research. Reexamination of the Australian data suggests that the paternal and filial reports are not directly comparable. In a sample of Wisconsin men, parental and filial reports of status variables provide unique and direct evidence about the response biases postulated by Broom et al. There is negligible evidence of such biases. Given the relative strengths of the Australian and Wisconsin research designs, we do not believe that further concern about the presence of this type of response error is warranted.
For the past 15 years a major line of research has been based on structural equation models of the process of socioeconomic achievement (Blau and Duncan 1967; Sewell and Hauser 1975) . Lately, findings in this research tradition have been questioned because they depend on surveybased, retrospective proxy reports of socioeconomic variables that may be subject to large response errors. Clearly, the failure to recognize and compensate for errors in variables may lead to serious biases in estimated parameters of the stratification process (Bowles and Gintis 1976) . However, the direction and importance of such biases depend on the size and location of random and nonrandom (correlated) response errors and on the composition of the population to which the error-ridden reports pertain (Bielby, Hauser, and Featherman 197 7a; Griliches 1979) . That is, the fact that survey responses are subject to error has no obvious or determinate implications for models of stratification; response variability must be incorporated into socioeconomic models.
A substantial body of evidence has been accumulated that bears on the effects of age, race, and sex on the validity of reports of socioeconomic variables (Borus and Nestel 1973; Kerckhoff, Mason, and Poss 1973; Mason et al. 1976; Mare and Mason 1980; Bielby et al. 1977a, 19776; Corcoran 1979 Corcoran , 1980 as well as on the consistency of reports across multiple measurement occasions (Bielby et al. 1977b; Bielby and Hauser 1977) . All of the cited studies yield estimates of validity or reliability that are moderate to high (.7-.9) , and none of the studies has provided substantial evidence of nonrandom measurement error. The accumulated evidence suggests that response variability is due partly to inaccurate perception of one's background status and partly to lapses of recall; it may also be sensitive to survey instrumentation, interviewer training, coding methods, and other data-collection procedures.
THE AUSTRALIAN STUDY
With the first source of error (inaccurate perception) in mind, Broom et al. (1977 Broom et al. ( , 1978 propose an alternative to the traditional methodology of stratification surveys. Such surveys have usually asked a sample of respondents to report their own social and economic characteristics and those of their parents; Broom et al. call this perspective 1 (per 1). The traditional measures of social origin are retrospective reports of parents' status characteristics when the respondent was growing up (Featherman and Hauser 1975; Featherman 1980) . The alternative proposal by Broom et al. (1978, p. 419 ) is to ask a sample of respondents to report about themselves and about their offspring (per 2): "A father's description of his son's career should be a t least as accurate and possibly more accurate than a son's report of his father's. . . . From the standpoint of knowledge and awareness of adult roles, the father seems the more reliable and accurate source if a choice must be made."
From a 1973 Australian survey, Broom et al. (1978) selected two comparable and nonoverlapping subsamples in which father and sons reported about themselves and about their sons and fathers, respectively. This made it possible to compare reports obtained under per 1 and per 2 between nominally comparable populations. They find that higher intergenerational correlations between status variables were obtained under per 2 than under per 1 in their Australian sample; they attribute the lower correlations observed under per 1 to complex patterns of correlated response error.
We believe that the analyses of Broom et al. warrant no conclusions about differences between per 1 and per 2 in data quality. Indeed, they acknowledge (1978, pp. 425-26) that their data are not complete enough to support a definitive analysis of differences in data quality between paternal and filial respondents.
Broom et al. observe means and variances of five status variables under each perspective, but only the 10 correlations among those five variables within each perspective (Broom et al. 1978, p. 422) . This leaves out the 25 correlations among status variables across perspectives. In a preliminary analysis of the Australian data, we compared the per 1 and per 2 variances and covariances without imposing a structural model.* The results were consistent with the observations of Broom et al.; we found statistically significant differences both in variances and in correlations between the Australian data ascertained under per 1 and those ascertained under per 2. These primarily involve differences in the variance of son's education, the correlation between father's occupational status and son's current job, and the correlation between son's education and his first job. Broom et al. (1978, pp. 424-25) attribute the differences between the per 1 and per 2 data to correlations between response errors within each perspective. Lacking cross-perspective correlations, they cannot estimate a full measurement model to test this idea. Instead, they argue that in the Australian sample, uncorrelated errors imply implausible reliabilities of proxy reports in each perspective. For example, in the case of father's occupation and son's occupation, seemingly plausible numeric values of the true population correlation ( 3 0 ) and of the reliabilities of self-reports of observable variables (.85 ) imply reliabilities of ,327 for father's occupation in per 1 and ,984 for son's occupation in per 2 . In effect, the observation of larger correlations within per 2 than within per 1 leads Broom et al. to conclude that response errors are negatively correlated within per 1 or positively correlated within per 2. With reference to other correlations in the Australian data, Broom et al. (1978, p. 425) conclude that "because equally implausible and mutually inconsistent estimates result from similar analyses of all correlations . . . measurement error in these data must be nonrandom."
In fact, we can evaluate the hypothesis that the Australian data were ' Our analyses were based upon the correlations in table 1 of Broom et al (1978, p. 422) and listwise-present counts of 363 in per 1 and 344 in per 2, kindly supplied by F L. Jones In all, the model of equation (1) yields six empirically distinct estimators for each ratio of loadings of the five constructs. These are displayed in table 1 . For example, the relative loadings of father's education vary from .573 to 1.038 , with a ratio less than 1.0 indicating superior reliability under per 2. We have not carried out formal statistical tests of equality among the six alternative estimators of each ratio of loadings, but we believe that the differences among estimates are far too large to have occurred by chance. Most of the estimates of relative loadings suggest that fathers are more reliable respondents than sons, but we are reluctant to draw any firm conclusions from these findings.
The apparent failure of the Australian data to conform to the model of random measurement error suggests two (nonexclusive) explanations: (1) per 1 and per 2 measurements are strictly comparable with respect to population definition and coverage and with respect to methods of survey measurement and coding, but they are subject to correlated response errors; (2) the per 1 and per 2 measurements are not subject to correlated response errors, but some artifact of survey design or procedure may have invalidated the comparison between them. We prefer the latter of these explanations.
The Australian survey did not use the same items to measure socioeconomic characteristics of sons in per 2 as to measure socioeconomic characteristics of respondents who appeared as sons in per 1. A highly abbreviated protocol was used to ascertain educational and occupational data for sons from paternal respondents (in per 2), whereas respondent sons (in per 1) were queried a t length and in detail about their educational and occupational histories. There were less striking differences in the protocols used to obtain data about fathers in per 1 and per 2; one important difference appears to be the absence of a firm temporal referent Broom et al. 1977, appendix) .
We think it unlikely that intrinsic differences between fathers and sons in the quality of survey responses account for observed differences in the measurements obtained under per 1 and per 2 in the Australian data. Rather than attempt to locate possible artifacts in the Australian instruments or procedures, we have reached this conclusion by following up the closing proposal of Broom et al. (1978, p. 426) : "Only studies deliberately designed to get information from both members of father-son pairs will definitively deal with the problem of proxy versus self-reports."
T H E WISCONSIN DATA From a large Wisconsin sample of high school graduates, we have obtained measures of several socioeconomic variables that permit comparison of the quality of self-and proxy reports in respondent-parent pairs. The full Wisconsin sample consists of more than 10,000 male and female high school graduates of 1957 who have been followed for more than 20 years (Sewell and Hauser 1980) . The present analysis pertains to men who lived in Wisconsin in 1964 and were employed in the civilian labor force; in 1964 roughly half the sample was in school or in the military or had moved out of the state. Table 2 shows the source and timing of measurements. For each status variable-father's 195 7 occupational status (FO), son's 1964 occupational status (OC), parents' income when the respondent was a senior (PI), and son's educational attainment (ED)-there is one self-report (XX-SE) and one proxy report (XX-PR). Data on occupations and income from Wisconsin tax returns are taken to be self-reports, as is a 1975 telephone interview report of the son's educational attainment. A 1964 mail survey of parents and the 1975 interview provide proxy reports of the status variables.
The questions used to ascertain occupational status differed substantially across instruments. T h e tax returns gave only a one-line occupational title, supplemented by name of employer. The 1964 postcard survey asked for the occupation, job title, and name of firm. In the 1975 survey, the occupation questions followed usage in the Current Population Survey: "What kind of work is that? What are the most important activities or duties? In what kind of business or industry was this? Was this mainly manufacturing, wholesale trade, retail trade, or something else?" plus the standard checkoff items for class of worker. Thus, if proxy or self-reporting were not at issue, one might expect the items in the 1975 survey to be the most valid, followed by those in the 1964 survey, and trailed by the items from tax returns. The occupation reports were scaled using Duncan SEI scores for detailed census occupation, industry, and class of worker categories (Duncan 196 Educational attainment is coded in years of schooling completed, with 17 or more years scored as 17. Some additional schooling undoubtedly occurred between 1964 and 1975. This permits true discrepancies between the parent's 1964 report of son's education and the son's report of his own educational attainment in 1975. Thus our estimates of error variances in the education measures are likely to be too large. However, much of the schooling between 1964 and 1975 probably occurred in the upper tail of the educational distribution, which is collapsed in our analysis.
Parents' income is coded in the logarithm of dollars, with the range limited to $3,000-$15,000. This scaling procedure maximized correlations between the parents' income and the sons' status.
MODELS O F PARENTAL AND FILIAL REPORTS
Correlations among the items, means, and standard deviations are shown in table 2. We estimated several measurement models using Joreskog's general method for the analysis of covariance structures (Sorbom and Joreskog 1981 ). Joreskog's method yields maximum-likelihood estimates under multivariate normality, but this distributional assumption undoubtedly does not hold in the Wisconsin data. Table 3 displays goodnessof-fit tests for selected measurement models. The likelihood ratio test statistic (L2) has an asymptotic x2 distribution with degrees of freedom (df) equal to the difference between the number of variances and covariances and the number of independent parameters in a model. It contrasts the null hypothesis that the constraints imposed on the variancecovariance matrix by the parameters of the model are satisfied in the population with the alternative that the variance-covariance matrix is unrestricted. The difference in likelihood ratio statistics between two nested models, that is, a general model and a constrained version of that model, provides a likelihood ratio test of the constraints.
The first model (row A l ) specifies that response errors are strictly random and that the regression of each observed variable on its true value has the same slope. Clearly, that model must be rejected. The fit improves substantially when constraints on the relative slopes are removed (row A2). The only two slopes that do not differ significantly are those for the reports of father's occupational status (see row A3)."
Our results are not substantially affected by the aggregation of occupational categories or by the inclusion of men of farm origin in the sample (Massagli and Hauser 1981, pp 444-45) .
Proxy reports were chosen as the reference indicator of each true variable and thus have slopes of 1.0. I n the final model (row B13 In table 3), self-reports of parents' income ( 1.50) We also examined the error variances of the observables. These reflect the scatter of observations about the true values. An exhaustive examination of alternative models showed that the only equality constraints on error variances that are satisfied by these data are those between the two reports of son's education and between fathers' reports of their own and their son's occupations (row A4). 5 We used model A4 as a baseline in our search for significant error correlations. Above the diagonal in table 2 we have displayed eight Despite this overall negative finding, we continued to look for evidence of specific types of correlated response error. Models B2-10 are nested between models A4 and B1; each of them deletes one or two types of correlated response error from model B1. In fact, in model B13 only the correlation between the error in the tax report of son's occupation and that in the self-report of educational attainment (.084 ) is statistically significant. The correlations between the former error and those in the proxy reports of father's occupation (.040 ) and of parents' income ( -,056) are trivial. These error correlations do not suggest any systematic tendency for sons either to overstate or to understate the correlation between social origins and destinations, nor do they have any important effect on estimates of the true correlations among status variables. Table 4 shows correlations among the four status variables estimated under model A4 (without correlated error) and model B 13 (with correlated error types d-1 and d-2). Obviously, the differences between the two sets of correlations are negligible.
From their comparison of subsamples of paternal and filial respondents, Broom et al. (1978, p. 425) conclude, "In our case respondents report (perhaps unconsciously) their socioeconomic careers and the careers of their kin in such ways as either to maximize differences between themselves and their fathers or to minimize differences between themselves and their sons." This has been taken most seriously by a t least one researcher, Hamilton (1981, p. 181) , who writes that the evidence from Broom et al. " may undermine the findings of mobility research, the paradigmatic achievement of empirical sociology." On the basis of our analysis of the Wisconsin data, we do not believe that further concern about the presence of this type of correlated response error is warranted.
In no way do we suggest that "it is true what they say about Daddy." A substantial body of evidence confirms the importance of specifying response error in models of the stratification process, and the present findings are entirely consistent with that evidence. Corrected correlations are far larger than the corresponding correlations among observed variables (cf. tables 2 and 4). At the same time, we emphasize that the corrections are not necessitated by correlations between response errors of the sort postulated by Broom et al. Instead, they appear to result from simple unreliability. 
